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Comment
It is not normal to see numerous X's in the skies above Peyia
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Related post...

Debunking the chemtrail conspiracy theory
Minister pledges probe into chemtrails  
Controversial chemtrails to be discussed at House
I read with interest the Sunday Mail opinion by Dennis Mersereau (Debunking the chemtrail conspiracy, February 21). Mersereau seems oblivious to many “facts”, not the red herring “theories” he presents as diversionary tactics in his article. 

For example, in 1999 the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Security and Defence Policy of the European Parliament culminated in the adoption of a proposal for a resolution “On the Environment, Security and Foreign Policy”. This resolution sadly has been ignored, in spite of the fact that it demanded investigation of its conclusions on military experiments being carried out in the atmosphere. It put forward the need for protection of the population and environment and underlined the need to discover the purpose and scope of the unauthorised experiments being conducted over our heads. 

More recently, a civil society platform of which I am a member, Skyguards, organised a conference, “Beyond theories of weather modification – Civil Society versus Geoengineering”, in the European Parliament in 2013. During the conference we submitted a petition on this subject, which was formally accepted by the Committee on Petitions in 2014 and is currently under investigation.

Mersereau seems unaware of the many respectable scientists who speak up about the global geoengineering campaign of weather manipulation. Credible professionals (doctors, pilots, meteorologists, biologists, lawyers) are involved in the growing campaign to increase public awareness of this environmental experiment conducted in our skies without our consent. There are even legal teams in the USA and Canada who are preparing to launch action in the courts.
None of these are activities one would expect from “conspiracy theorists”.

‘Geoengineering’ is defined as the large scale and deliberate manipulating of the Earth’s environment. It consists of reflection of incoming solar radiation to create global dimming, presented under many guises, such as Solar Radiation Management, Stratospheric Aerosol Geoengineering, weather modification, almost always as theory rather than the reality of its occurrence across the globe. There are increasing public relations campaigns in support of this to prepare the way for full implementation of this covert programme. Oxford University has its own “social study” group whose purpose appears to be to create profiles of attitudes towards geoengineering to overcome social resistance to it. Symposia organised by universities such as Cambridge and Oxford are held every year in Europe to discuss geoengineering. Skyguards has attended several of these conferences in efforts to present genuine civil society concerns about the aerosol spraying without consent.

During the American Association for Advancement of Science conference in California in 2010, an open discussion took place about spraying 20 million tons of aluminium into the air on a yearly basis. A US patent from 1991, held by Hughes Aircraft Company (now Raytheon Corporation, US defence contractor), describes 18 ways to reduce global warming through stratospheric seeding with Aluminium Oxide, Thorium Oxide and refractory Welsbach material (small metal particles) to reflect incoming sunlight.

Let’s not forget the UN Weather Weapons Treaty of 1976 nor the UN Convention on Biodiversity, the latter of which passed a 2010 proposal to ban geoengineering solutions to global warming. In 2009, five economists, including three Nobel laureates, declared that climate engineering was considered as the cheapest and fastest solution to the global warming problem.

These clandestine experiments are conducted in silence so as to continue business as usual and violate the precautionary principle with as yet unknown and poorly understood, unintended side effects on public health and the climate of our planet. 

I should like to mention that in the skies above Peyia, on the western coast of Cyprus, it is certainly NOT normal to see numerous “X”s in the sky at the same time, apparently outside of designated air corridors. 

To close, I would like to say that Mersereau is also wrong in his pseudo psychological theory that activists are fearful. It may reassure him to know that after almost ten years on Peyia Council, I am definitely not “scared”.

Linda Leblanc, Peyia councillor, Peyia Coalition of Independents and Green Party

marie celeste •

Isn't this fun? One way to pass an otherwise boring evening. Keep it up, folks.

gelert • 

Tin-foil hat time LOL

You couldn't make it up.

Charles Wolff • 

Plasma Dawn is a shill, please ignore all comments from him/her. This article was witten by a well informed intelligent human being.

Harold Saive 

Anyone who posts here with backward claims that chemtrails are a mere conspiracy theory is a shill with high probability. Wasting your time responding to Plasma Dawn is a waste of your time and should be blocked.

Charles Wolff 

Well said Harold.

Plasma Dawn 

Thus spake Haroldthustra, the keeper of the absolute truth and the sole holder of the master key to the mysteries of the universe...

You should be ashamed of yourself for abusing your freedom of speech by suggesting the denial of the same to people whose comments you do not like or understand. Fortunately, you will not live long enough to see it happening. Next time try your luck with Rodong Sinmun, the official newspaper of North Korea. They will understand exactly where you're coming from and will be only too happy to oblige.

I am so sorry the toxic chemtrails have already affected you so badly. I know, as you recently claimed, the Apollo mission was a hoax, Sandy Hook was a hoax (a FEMA drill), etc... Chemtrails, the lunar landing hoax, and the 9/11 false flag operation are claims that usually come in clusters, but the patients can easily be treated with therapy sessions and medications.

waynehall 

Plasma Dawn my fellow-activist Harold Saive has joined the discussion in order to tell us not to have a discussion. But this is something I thought you had decided anyway. He thinks he is helping me. Don't you think he should be forgiven? Of course, I approve of your decision to leave. Please don't feel obliged to reply.

Plasma Dawn 

Thank you, waynehall, you are very kind in spite of the fact that we sharply disagree about chemtrails. I really appreciate people who debate in a civilized manner and who agree to disagree.

Charles Wolff 

Can you just shut up now Plasma Dawn. You have been found out. God have mercy on your soul

waynehall 

We (or at least I) have no evidence that Plasma Dawn is a shill. Some people are just like him/her.

Charles Wolff 

I know he is a shill

Charles Wolff 

He spends a lot of time trolling other people’s posts. Is that not proof enough?. He also gets angry whilst doing it. What does he do for a living? He just likes to theorise and confuse people. What do you think?

waynehall 

That is shill-like behaviour. I only know him from here and the discussion of one other Cyprus Mail report on the spraying. The main problem with Harold's intervention is that it was at cross-purposes with the approach I was taking. Shills are often well-coordinated with each other and it is to our detriment if we show that we are not.

Print Friendly
waynehall 

According to Dr. Herndon this problem is solved by using coal fly ash as the basic material for the spraying. There is no shortage of waste from coal-burning power stations and it can be disposed of by spraying it over us from the sky just as wastes from nuclear power stations can be used for coating bullets and shells with depleted uranium.

Plasma Dawn 

J. Marvin Herndon's paper that promoted chemtrails conspiracy theory and the coal fly ash nonsense was published in an obscure journal, the International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health. What you forgot to mention is that the paper was subsequently retracted by the author a month later due to multiple problems and errors with coal fly ash samples measurements and other values, all of which invalidated the conclusions of his article.

waynehall 

Dr. Herndon has so far published two relevant studies, both peer-reviewed and both accepted for publication. The first was published in the journal "Current Science". Following its publication the editor received complaints and demands that it should be withdrawn. The editor asked for written documentation of the complaints, saying that he would publish it. But the person who had made the criticism wasn’t willing for his name to be published. So that was the end of the controversy. In the second case, in the “International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health”, after similar and predictable objections, the article was withdrawn. An anonymous source said that it had to be withdrawn and it was withdrawn, just like that, by fiat. 

Plasma Dawn 

True, it was the journal that retracted the paper. However, the retraction was neither anonymous, nor arbitrary, "by fiat". I happen to be very familiar with the process of peer-reviewed papers from both sides - reviewing and submitting. Reviewers never decide to accept or reject a paper. At most, they can recommend a decision, never dictate it. The decision-making authority rests solely with editors and/or the editorial board. The journal editor is central to the decision making process. As for being anonymous, names of reviewers and even of authors are not revealed in the majority of cases in order to promote objectivity and lack of bias.

In this specific case, they gave very specific reasons for the retraction (see below). Considering it is a rather obscure journal, it is even more so damning to read the third retraction reason: The language of the paper is often not sufficiently scientifically objective for a research article.
Here is the official retraction text from the journal:

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2015, 12(9), 10941-10942; doi:10.3390/ijerph120910941
Retraction
Retraction: Herndon J.M. Evidence of Coal-Fly-Ash Toxic Chemical Geoengineering in the Troposphere: Consequences for Public Health. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2015, 8, 9375–9390
Paul B. Tchounwou
Molecular Toxicology Research Laboratory, Jackson State University, 1400 Lynch Street, Box 18750, Jackson, MI 39217, USA; E-Mail: paul.b.tchounwou @ jsums . edu
Received: 1 September 2015 / Accepted: 2 September 2015 / Published: 2 September 2015
It was brought to my attention that there are problems related to the recently published article “Evidence of Coal-Fly-Ash Toxic Chemical Geoengineering in the Troposphere: Consequences for Public Health” [1].
Together with the Chief Scientific Officer, Dr. Franck Vazquez, and the Editorial office, we re-evaluated the paper, re-assessed the comments made by the three reviewers and note the following crucial concerns:
•The value for average leachate concentration of Aluminum mentioned in Table 1 and used by the author to normalize the data presented in Figures 2, 3, 4 and 5 is incorrect is incorrect. The author uses 70,000 µg/kg, while the correct value resulting from the un-leached European coal fly ash samples measurements published by Moreno et al. [2]) is 140,000,000 µg/kg. This error invalidates the conclusions of the article.
•The chemical compositions obtained for rainwater and HEPA air filter dust are only compared to chemical compositions obtained for coal-fly-ash leaching experiments [2]. The author did not attempt to compare his results to chemical compositions of other potential sources. Thus, at this stage, the work is preliminary since it is not clear what the source of these chemicals is.
•The language of the paper is often not sufficiently scientifically objective for a research article.
Consequently, we have decided to retract the article. This paper is thus declared retracted and shall be marked accordingly for the scientific record.
MDPI takes the responsibility to enforce strict ethical policies and standards very seriously. We aim to ensure the publication of only truly original and scientific works. MDPI would like to apologize to the readers of IJERPH that this article was published with the errors mentioned above. We sincerely appreciate the efforts of those who bring aspects of scientific error to our attention in an effort to maintain scientific integrity.
waynehall 

Dr. Herndon’s public notice of his rejection of the retraction can be read at his site
Nuclear Planet dot com (forward slash) public (underscore) rejection dot pdf.

His basic points are that the International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health (followed by specific names):

Acted in blatant disregard of long standing scientific and ethical principles based
upon an appeal to truth

Acted in blatant disregard of MDPI (Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute)’s
published “strict ethical policies and standards”

Allowed MDPI to be deceived and/or coerced and/or co-opted into acting in such a manner as to deceive the public about evidence of a grave, pervasive, and widespread public health threat

Required the author to sign a statement of no conflict of interest, but did not require same for individual(s) making critical statements upon which said retraction was based

Required the author to submit to peer-review but did not submit to peer-review said critical comments upon which retraction was based

Failed to provide verbatim critical comments to the author for written response and publication

Based said retraction upon false critical statements

Published false, misleading and/or pejorative statements as the basis for said retraction

Published false, misleading and/or pejorative statements libelous to the author and failed to remove same even after being advised on September 5, 2015 of the
false nature of same

Aided and abetted an organized disinformation campaign whose actions are aimed at deceiving the public about an on-going program of spraying of toxic substances into the air over inhabited areas

(End of quotation):

It is worth reading the whole text of the public notice of the rejection. A couple of salient points:

“Those criticizing my paper make it look like a huge error, and the half-truth makes it seem so. What should have been stated is that the un-leached column heading was mistyped as μg/kg, but should have read μg/g; the data were tabulated as μg/g. The error was in listing the aluminum value as 70,000 μg/g when it should have been 140,000 μg/g, a factor of two.

In scientific literature, this is the kind of error that is usually allowed to
be corrected as it should have been in the present instance.”

Secondly: “An individual who claimed to be named Jay Reynolds bragged online stating ‘I was partially responsible for the retraction. I went personally to speak face to face with the Editor of the journal and we spoke for about five minutes about the errors it contained. He agreed and retracted the article Herndon wrote. If you want to know the story behind all of this you need to read it here:’ and he
listed the URL of a well-known disinformation website.”

Comment from waynehall: In the early years of my involvement with this subject I was subjected to relentless and never-ending flaming and psychological warfare from the fanatic called Jay Reynolds. The activity of Reynolds (and others like him, though he would pride himself on being the “star” of his peer group) is the reason why gentle scholars like Pat Mooney and glamorous high-profile activists such as Naomi Klein, who would not have the nerves to engage in years of low-level warfare with the likes of Reynolds, persist in their pretense that climate manipulation is a matter of “proposals”. They earn the contempt of
Reynolds for doing this, but he leaves them alone.

I might add that I have never had the unpleasant experience of face-to-face confrontation with Reynolds. The harassment for me has all been online. I would imagine that a real-world encounter with Reynolds would be even more frightening and intimidating than what I experienced for years on end via a computer screen.

Plasma Dawn 

Dr. Herndon’s public notice is completely immaterial. His paper was rejected on the basis of concrete evidence of errors and inaccuracies in his research and his mile-long litany is completely irrelevant. What is relevant, however, is his bizarre claim of "psychological warfare". That is a dead giveaway for the kind of lunacy he may be suffering from.

waynehall 

I tend to side with Dr. Herndon in the internal debate between climate manipulation activists over whether his coal fly ash allegations have been substantiated or not. It is, as I said, primarily an internal debate. Here is some of it:

Richard Sacks: On the fly ash issue, I worked for years with fly ash, and for this reason and others I don’t think this is what’s being sprayed on us.

Wayne Hall: I would like more information on this (fly ash), because your view is also the view of Dr. Katsaros.

Richard: My feeling that fly ash is not what is being sprayed on us is mainly for a few reasons. First of all, being very familiar with fly ash first hand, what residue from it looks like and somewhat with its chemical profile, I don’t think it fits what is being found in tests of soil, water and air. Also Carnicom has found dried blood and other biological components have been added to the mix, which are certainly not from fly ash. In addition, Kristen Megan the air force whistle blower has reported tanks of aluminum dioxide and the other metals in the spray being loaded onto the tankers in pure form, not as fly ash. I think it’s a much more sophisticated list of recipes being used, definitely multiple mixes, each used for a different application, judging by the differing effects in different places. There are also a few people who can smell and taste the spray residue and are sensitive enough to detect the difference in the recipes as they fall to Earth. Fly ash doesn’t smell anything like what they are reporting.

J. Marvin Herndon: Aluminum, barium, and strontium were first identified in rainwater tests. I have identified 8 elements, including those three, in rainwater samples I took; their relative amounts match quite well corresponding amounts determined in the water extract of coal fly ash. There is a comparable agreement for 14 elements between dust collected with high-efficiency air filters and coal fly ash samples:

I have unpublished results comparing 26 elements in a fibrous material with coal fly ash. In America, we have an expression, if it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck…..

(….) Coal fly ash differs somewhat in color and composition depending on the origin of its original coal. There may be different additives for specific purposes, but coal fly ash is a low cost fine-grained substance, readily available in mega-ton quantities from existing out-of-sight production facilities, that is ideal for weather modification: it holds heat in, retards rainfall, makes water droplets more electrically conducting: Ideal, if you have no conscience and no concern for humanity or for life on this planet.

Richard: Well, it may be what is being used for the main bulk ingredient as you say. It does fit the profile of an extremely toxic substance which I believe is the main characteristic our rulers at the top level are looking for. I am just doing my best to learn more, as we all are, and am not out to defend my own impressions or theories, just to find out what is true. This is way beyond anyone’s ego. And yes it is true that coal ash is available in large quantity with no problem. Customizing recipes could be done with additional ingredients. I wonder what Clifford Carnicom would think of the theory? (......)

Whatever it is they are spraying, it would be good to stop it so there can be some chance of recovery. Our rulers have no intention of doing what the people want, though, only trying to engineer public opinion by deception.

(end of quotation)

"Plasma Dawn" (what is your real name, anyway? I am using my real name) If you want to talk about whether or not Dr. Herndon is a lunatic, if you scroll down you will probably find people willing to join you in a discussion of that kind.

Plasma Dawn 

I give up and confess to everything, including the assassination of JFK. I simply cannot cope with one more comment of Biblical length from you or anyone else.

Please continue to be an avid fan of Dr. Herndon. I have no desire to shatter his or anyone else's impenetrable bubbles. That's it for me...

waynehall 

Goodbye. Better luck next time.

Plasma Dawn waynehall 

What problem is solved by using coal fly ash?

waynehall 

The problem mentioned by RadyDajuda: i.e. the vast amounts of spraying material that would be needed by comparison with acknowledged volume of aluminium production.

Plasma Dawn 

Then read my other comment to you. You forgot to mention or did not know that he retracted his paper that dealt with coal fly ash in September 2015 and his conclusions were thus invalidated.

waynehall 

He didn't retract it. It was retracted. But he had published another article on the same subject and in that case the editor wasn't so easily intimidated. He asked that the person who had protested should document the complaint, offering to publish the criticism in the journal. But the complainant didn't want his name to be published. In the other case the retraction followed an anonymous complaint to an editor less worried about his own reputation for integrity.

Plasma Dawn 

Intimidated? Nonsense! Read the very specific retraction reasons. You cannot argue with cold facts.

RudyDajuda 

"in California in 2010, an open discussion took place about spraying 20 million tons of aluminium into the air on a yearly basis"
The outcome of the debate was probably the common sense approach: 
We are not able to transport into the skies with about one million sorties more than the half of the world's yearly aluminium production...

Plasma Dawn 

Shame on you! How dare you embarrass and ridicule the chemtrails conspiracy theorists with common sense and undebatable facts?

RudyDajuda 

common sense as far as 'not achievable yet'....

Plasma Dawn 

Whatever... They are talking about the present and the past anyway.

waynehall 

I would like to know why the very well-documented contribution I have to make to this discussion is not getting past the moderator. Is it because it has a link to a position paper??? If that is the explanation then what I suggest is: go to the site enouranois dot eu and read the paper entitled "Resistance to Climate Manipulation". This is a discussion I have had before with Mr. Ellis. I can just as confidently as Mr. Ellis state that he is totally wrong about Madame Leblanc being wrong. In the paper you will see a reference to Mr. Pat Mooney, who approaches the subject in a way rather more constructive than Mr. Ellis. Of course he claims that geoengineering is just a matter of "proposals". He is closer to "respectability" than we are. The story of the geoengineering proposals being just "proposals" is a nice story, and it is explicable not only from Mr. Mooney's respectability but also from his being blind. Nevertheless, I would say that he has far greater concern for, and interest in, reality than Mr. Ellis does. 

Plasma Dawn 

Proposals, debates, protests, and future applications are completely irrelevant. Please supply one shred of evidence supporting the actual existence, history, composition, and purpose of chemtrails and who is behind them.

Plasma Dawn 

What do you mean, what contribution?

Plasma Dawn 

...proposal for a resolution “On the Environment, Security and Foreign Policy” - not a chemtrail-supporting fact.
...a petition on this subject, which was formally accepted by the Committee on Petitions in 2014 and is currently under investigation. - not a chemtrail-supporting fact.
... growing campaign to increase public awareness of this environmental experiment conducted in our skies without our consent. - not a chemtrail-supporting fact.
...open discussion took place about spraying 20 million tons of aluminium into the air on a yearly basis. - not a chemtrail-supporting fact.
Should I go on? All she cites is conventions, resolutions, petitions, patents, proposals, etc. Not one shred of evidence supporting the actual existence, composition, and purpose of chemtrails and who is behind them.

Yaz 

Thank you for writing this. Maybe some might see the facts now.

Plasma Dawn 

What facts, pray tell? Can you name even one undebatable fact in the article that supports the chemtrails theory?

Yaz 

The mere fact that we are being charged directly and indirectly for climate change. That should be enough to provoke thought.

Plasma Dawn 

What do you mean by being charged directly and indirectly for climate change? Who is charging what and whom? And how is that supporting the chemtrails theory?

Yaz 

The UK imposes Climate Change Levy and the EU also imposes fines through their Cap and Trade scheme etc. There are charges for cars, bikes, trucks, planes for what their emissions are.

We do know that for Climate Change (a.k.a Global Warming), that what we do makes a difference to speed up the process but how much is a natural cycle, like the last Ice Age for example.

With the ability to have an effect on the weather, the physical environment we are in, (as well as physically with our health) this has a great impact on the Economy, Taxes, Purchasing habits, Social Interaction etc.

This is my personal opinion. Anyway...There are solutions for all of the above but it is not cost effective to implement them, also known as not profitable enough. So it is easier for our Governments just to charge for the problems that are there.

Maybe I am a bit of a conspiracy nut but never underestimate what your Government (and by that I mean, all Governments, Military and Large Corporations "with permission") shall use against you and on you, all without YOUR permission.....

My two cents worth.

Plasma Dawn 

Sorry, but how exactly does the Cap and Trade scheme prove the existence of chemtrails? I must be missing something here.

Rocinante 

This letter is a prime example of name dropping, nothing else.

According to Monroe Institute site Linda takes an interest on Hemi-Sync, incarnation, paranormal and UFOs. Way to go. At least you’ll manage without facts.

john john 

i agree with her !

Plasma Dawn 

Good to know, but I would not advertise it to the whole world if I were you. What other conspiracy theories have you adopted? The lunar landing hoax, perhaps?

Muffin the Mule 
I sense Linda suffers from something- #backupmyowncrackpottheoritis

Brian Ellis 

As an atmospheric scientist, having worked for the United Nations Environment Programme since 1988, I can confidently state that Madame Leblanc is wrong, totally wrong. It is true that there have been both serious and far-fetched proposals, some of which she cites, but none of these have ever been put into practice for fear of the Sorcerer's Apprentice effect (starting something that can never be stopped).

Just, as an example, "an open discussion took place about spraying 20 million tons of aluminium into the air on a yearly basis.". This was discussed, yes, but no one would dare do it because the potential effects are unknown. But the keywords are "on a yearly basis"; this would be necessary because all that aluminium would reach farmland quite rapidly, making the soil more basic and therefore reducing crop yields.

May I respectfully suggest that Madame Leblanc studies some basic sciences (physics, chemistry and biology) before she pretends to be an expert in atmospheric sciences, which are extremely complex and more difficult to understand than the basic ones.

Paul Smith 
May I respectfully suggest that you are just trying to make the author look foolish, whilst making the far-fetched claim that you are an ex-UN expert (as if that means anything).

The UN is a discredited organisation, not known for 'scientific achievements', which is why you frequently render old ideas / redundant, outdated or incomplete information.

Perhaps as an 'Atmospheric scientist' from 1988, you are behind the times and out of touch with modern thinking?

In short, I think Brian Ellis is is wrong, totally wrong.

Furthermore, you should not claim to be an expert in atmospheric sciences, which is an extremely complex area, unless you can give a reasonable argument.

The study of weather, climate, global atmospheric and other physical processes that affect climate variability are complex areas. Let us leave this to the 'real' experts! (and I don't mean Plasma Dawn).

Plasma Dawn 

May I respectfully suggest that you are just trying to make the Brian Ellis look foolish, whilst making the far-fetched claim that you may know more than what atmospheric scientists do? Furthermore, having worked since 1988 does not imply that his knowledge is limited to what was known in 1988 and stopped in that year. Perhaps you do not really understand how scientists work, learn, cooperate, and evolve throughout their careers.

The UN may be a discredited organization politically-speaking, but that does not discredit basic scientific research which is peer-reviewed and supported by measurable and observable facts rather than rumors, conspiracy theories, fears, and fabrications. Whether scientists work for the UN, North Korea, or the Third Reich, it is entirely immaterial to the quality and validity of their research, discoveries, and conclusions.

Who are you to decree with such authority who is an expert and who is not and disqualify people whose opinions you do not like or understand? And based on what concrete and indisputable evidence are you concluding that Brian Ellis is wrong, totally wrong?

Paul Smith 

Yes I am. Brian Ellis is totally wrong. He should stick to commenting on local newspaper forums and leave science to those that know best.

Who's jerking your chain? You seem miffed and a little angry. 

Plasma Dawn 

I have very little stomach for inane conspiracy theories. I also cannot stand people with Ph.D.s in Internetology who seem to have very little knowledge and understanding of how the scientific process works or of the distinction between myth and facts. You have been very arrogant to disqualify Brian Ellis offhand without any good reason other than your disagreement with him and without any personal knowledge of his qualifications and career.

Plasma Dawn 

What "yes", what "I am"? Completely nonsensical answers to my comment and the question in the last paragraph.

Paul Smith 

Bless. You are angry. Calm down brother. You seem to be making a pest of yourself on here today. You OK?

Would a cyberhug help? BTW, you have a typo in the last line "is is" looks completely nonsensical ;)

observer 

"no one would dare do it because the potential effects are unknown"
That seems to be the operative phrase in your comment. Yet, as I'm sure we all know, plenty "would dare do it," if it suited them and they could keep it hidden from discerning eyes.

Alex Roussounis 

Lol
waynehall 

I have had this out with Mr. Ellis before. I can just as confidently state that Mr. Ellis is totally wrong about Madame Leblanc being wrong. If being an atmospheric scientist for the United Nations Environment Programme were a qualification useful for humanity we would not be in our present fix. Last week in Paphos I presented a paper on the history of citizen opposition to climate engineering. http://enouranois.eu/?p=1253 The story of the geoengineering proposals being just "proposals" is a nice story for people who are blind, like Pat Mooney, but I would nevertheless say that Mr. Mooney has far greater concern for, and interest in, reality than has Mr. Ellis."

almostbroke 

Is there an election on the way ? I suppose 'tree huggers ' and their conspiracy theories makes a change from black mailing unions! 
(There are no more deletions after this) 
